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MR. MONCK'S argument is clear and to the point. But he will see,
I think, on further consideration, that, if it is once granted to me that the
equation between a number and the number next below it + 1 is the defi-
nition of the higher number and therefore an analytical proposition, I can
deduce 12 = 7 + 5, without any more "counting" than is involved in the
substitution of the right-hand term of such an equation for its left-hand
term. This deduction, as I conceive it, diverges from that which Mr. Monck
has given when the step 12 = 10 + 1 + 1 is reached: at this point I take the
definition of 2 = 1 + 1, and substituting 2 for 1 + 1 in the equation first
given, I get 12 = 10 + 2 : then substituting 9 + 1 for 101 get 12 = 9 + 1+2,
and using the definition of 3 = 1 + 2 a s l used the definition of 2, I get
12 = 9 + 3 : and so on till by precisely similar steps I arrive at 12 = 7 + 5.
Now I do not suppose that a Kantian will contend that the conversion of
such a proposition as 12=11 + 1 isa procedure which requires us to go
beyond our concepts to intuitions : and Kant has expressly declared the
analytical character of the principle that the " sums of equals are equal".
Hence I do not see how my conclusion—that 12 = 7 + o is deducible from
propositions which Kant must admit to be analytical—can be disputed ex-
cept by disputing the analytical character of such propositions as 12 = 11 + 1.
Mr. Monck, I gather, does dispute this ; at least he refers without dissent
to MansePs argument (Prolegomena Logica, p. 116). Mansel there says that
to " assume the definitions of the higher numbers (2 is 1 + 1, &c.) . . . is in
fact begging the whole question. The real point at issue is . . . whether
a man who has never learned to count beyond two, could obtain three, four,
five, and all higher numbers, by mere dissection of the notions which he
possesses already." But, as I have urged in answer to Mr. Adamson, the
fact that a man who has only counted two, requires a fresh act of syn-
thesis to form the notion three cannot, on Kantian principles, be adduced
to show that 3 = 2 + 1 is a synthetical—as contrasted with an analytical—
proposition ; because, according to Kant, every analytical proposition is only
possible on the ground of a previous synthesis, as "the understanding
cannot analyse except where it has previously combined ". Mr. Adamson
says that he does not see the bearing of this doctrine of Kant's on the
question in dispute : but I am not without hope that Mr. Monck may see
it, since it appears to me completely to destroy the force of Mansel's argu-
ment.

I now turn to the distinction drawn by Kant in the 'Methodology'
between " philosophical" and " mathematical" cognition. Mr. Monck
still thinks that " philosophical" is here to be understood as equivalent to
" ontological". If, however, he will compare § 7 and § 15 of the Prolegomena
with each other and with the passage in the ' Methodology,' I think he
will see, first, that the distinction drawn between " Philosophic" and
" Mathematik" in § 7 is identical with the distinction between the same
two notions in the ' Methodology'; and, secondly, that the " Philosophie "
which in § 7 is said to content itself with " discursiven Urtheilen aus blossen
Begriffen " must include the " philosophischen Theil der reinen Naturwis-
senschaft" which in § 15 is similarly said to consist of "bios discursive
Grundsatze aus Begriffen ".

Mr. Adamson's remarks on this distinction in his rejoinder appended to
my Note in MIND XXXI., 424—no less than his remarks on analytical and
synthetical propositions—seem to me to indicate forgetfulness of the previous
course of the controversy and of the points at issue. To make this clear, I
will briefly retrace the steps of our argument I criticised Kant's applica-
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concepts"—for which a priori intuition is required—and not, as philoso-
phical knowledge, from concepts without such " construction ". Mr. Adam-
son answered by suggesting that I (erroneously) " regarded the mathematical
intuition as a single definite object and not as a schema". I replied that it
is impossible that Kant should have made the difference between " Philo-
sophie" and "Mathematik" to consist in the fact that the latter requires
schemata; since "Philosophic"—at least "der philosophische Theil der
Naturwissenschaft"—requires schemata no less, according to the funda-
mental doctrine of the 'Analytic'. This seems to me a conclusive proof
of the inadmissibility of Mr. Adamson's suggestion ; and I am surprised
that he does not perceive its relevance. I further pointed out that the
mathematical intuition of which Kant speaks in the ' Methodology' is ex-
pressly stated to be an " individual object," by means of which the " Begriff"
is contemplated " in concrete," and an object which can be represented either
in pure intuition or on paper; and that Kant certainly would not have
applied any of these phrases to the schema. 1 thought that the briefest
references to the section on Schematism in the ' Analytic' would have
made this clear to Mr. Adamson : but as this is not the case, and as I
can hardly ask for space to quote the relevant paragraphs at full length
with a commentary, I must content myself with referring the reader
to the whole passage " Das Schema ist an sich selbst . . . zusammen-
hangen sollten*' (pp. 142, 3, Hart.).

H. SIDGWICK.

HYPOTHETICAL SYLLOGI8M8.

The question whether the so-called Hypothetical Syllogisms
have, or have not, the character of Categorical Syllogisms, has
been so much discussed that it may seem an impertinence to
offer anything further on the subject. But, so far as I have
observed, no one has brought into prominence a distinction which
seems to me to be here of decisive importance, the distinction,
namely, between what are called in Prof. Goodwin's Greek
Grammar General and Particular Conditional Sentences. Ex-
amples of General Conditional Sentences are : ' If a man is dys-
peptic, he is unhappy'; ' If salt is dissolved in water, the boiling
point of the water is raised'; ' If an ancient Athenian was thought
politically dangerous, he was liable to be ostracised'. Examples
of Particular Conditional Sentences are: ' If A. is a victim of
dyspepsia, he is to be pitied'; ' If this water is salt, it will not
boil at 212°'; and so on. Now, whatever one may think of Mr.
Venn's account of propositions of the former kind (Symbolic Logic,
chap, xvi.), certain it is that these propositions are universally
understood as stating general rules about matters of fact, and that
they may be transformed, without appreciable difference of mean-
ing, into Categorical Universals; e.g., 'All dyspeptics are un-
happy '; ' All salt water has its boiling point above 212°'; ' All
ancient Athenians believed to be politically dangerous were liable
to be ostracised'. When a Hypothetical Syllogism starts off
with a General Condition, the second premiss does not, properly
speaking, ' affirm the antecedent' or ' deny the consequent'; it
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